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A few months ago one of my Deans brought me an article appearing

in Association Management. The title was "Organizational Survival: \

Will Your Organization Go the Way Of the Dinosaur?'" In the article,

LN 1

author Thomas K. Connellan describes the most pathetic member of the X a

| ' ; :
dinosaur.family, the_brontosaurus, as a 'species in a state of decline" - \

~

67 feet long, 35 tons in weight, but with a brain the size of a baseballl

Connellan then states the Brontosaurus Priﬁciple: "Organizations j
can grow faster than their brains can manage them in relation to _their =

enviropment and their own physiology. When this occurs, they become an ' |

endangered species." R .
\\‘
\ .
To carry this Darwinian principle one step further - those species

_mostwcapable of adapting to dynamically changing conditions are tﬁe'ones

.
P

b3
-

;{wlth the best chance for survival.’ Evidence increasingly links the

»potentlal for survival to the ablllty to change. 'It also follows that \
S VO

the more demandlng the change, the more structured and streamllned the

e A

systems for dealing with it must be. ' -
» "JJ

"Most of today's organizations have a structure that was designed to
solve problems that no longer exist. In fact, community colleges never
had an organizational model of their own, they borggwed itmfrom the four
_year colleges, the universities and the high schools - Eﬁbwing full well

\
" ﬂ
that great dlfferences of purpose, need, content, make-up, philosophy x
and no’ltlc weuld eventually call for future changes in structure. x

!

i

However, these changes have not occurred, and we inothe Community Colleges \
are for f%e most part still operating with a borrowed organizational . ]

systen. ' - . ) \

/ ’ |
The problems we face in Higher Education are more conplex than they \ .1

’

have ever been; and the solutions we develop will need to be rmuch more

: !“ i
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precise. We are caught with many:organizational rigidities when we need
organizational flexibilitids. We are fhced with intensified préssure; in
finance, governance, publfc confidence and gerrnmeﬁ;al controlr% We find
disjunctions between faculty and administration, substantative pianning
and budgetary decision-making, departmental structure and functiénal areas
of concern, central and shared authority, stability ané change, gptonomy

S

and accountability. No institution in the United States has more constraints

placed on it than education, and all these constraints are leading toward

one end, the homogeneous and standardization of our colleges and univer-

sities. Our central theme is becoming survival, when it should b? con-
structive change: TFrancis Bacon said it almost four hundred years ago --

"He that will not apply new remedies must expect new evils'.

What are some of these new evils and what effects are they having on
our institutions: Our greatest single concern at ghe present time must be

that in more and more states super boards and 1egi%1ators and governors

. i
are now exercising detailed policy and administrat}ve control over insti-

i

. . { . .
tutions of higher education and unduly infringing ﬁpon their essential

independence. They are neglecting higher educatioh too much financially,’

and controlling it too much administratively.

Campuses are becoming less part of free enterprise and more part of '
the gontrolied public domain. The Carnege Commissisn has suggested that 7
-3 !’

increasing state and federal control has turned higher education into a

cuasi-public utility. .

Thee movement toward even greater centralized authority, however,
seems inexorable. It is clear that the public and its elected rerresent-
atives are no longer willing to let the colleges and universities alone,
decide what is educationally best for the society. "Education is too

important, and too expensive to be left entirely to the educators.

. N .
’ L‘.
~
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It is ungeasona?le to suppose tﬁat any government,-be it statefor

~N
without attempting.to impose conditions as to the u?e of such funds.

v

At the State level the executive office or the legislature, or both,

|| federal, is going to appropriate very large sums nf money for higher education

indulge in the imposition of cost and workload formulas, line-item budgeting

student-staff ratios, go or no~-go decisions on certain curricula, control

\over cépital experditures whether pﬁflicly or privately funded; and a

whble‘host of other things. The federal government makes receipt of itp

unds contingent on compliance with such controls as apply to research on

human or animal subjects, safety requirements of the Occupational Safety

and Health Act, nondiscrimination on the basis of race, sex, ethnic origin,

or handicapped status of the 1nd1v1dual, etc.

l
|
i
!
i

(There are currently 13 compl1ance agencies that rule on a££1rmat1ve

!
|

{

action programs and they cannot agree on the cbnfliéting régulations that

o deFérmine compliance).

|

1
|

A major feature of the regulating process is that regulations

are cast in such a way as to place the burden of vroof of good behavior

on ithe defendent institution reversing the ordlnary requirements of legal

pro

dea

triy

r1al comnlalnts.

|

*edure. This meansgevery claim is 1nvest1gated seriously and a great

1 of time is devoted by both par§1es to the handl1ng of frivolous and

(I am sure all of us can relate our own horror stories).

!
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Passage of laws effe9ting_Higher Education is one thing. To ﬁave these
laws interpreted in regulations and policies is an enei;ely differe;t
.\?atter. In our dealing with thé Federal and State regulatory establish-
ment -- we find'ourselves not atruggling with politi%al zea%ots but with
bureaucrats -- ordiﬁary government employees carrying out what they
perceive to be the requirem;nts of public policy. Thes; "staff éembers"
posess the Special skills absolutely esééntial to bureaucratic success,
the talent for confusion, for maklng szmp11c1ty-complex. for expandlng
two page forms into twelve page forms. for making sociology text hooks

out of common sense.

" On the bureaucratic bottom line, stock of higher education is’rising;

at least as it pertains to Staff. There are bureaucratic staffs on state
‘ legislative committees, state executive office budgets, state departﬁents
of education, state budget offices, and state legislative audit offices;
in an’impressive variety of federal officés, legislative .and executive;
in sta@e higher education systems, on coordinating goards, governing
boards? and- planning agencies. In 1973 the Federal register required
35,5?1 pages-in order to publish‘all of that year's new decisions. Last
year’the number of pages had risen to 74,812 - over 100 percent in three

Years.

-

_ Ve are literally being legislated to death —- even after death.
For after we d1e, our funeral directors must be certain to follow the
regulations set down by the consumer proteLtlon agency and the Federal

Trade CommlsSLOn and it only gets worse.

The new sgction of the Educational Amendments of 1976, effective
/

July 1, l977,£equire accurate institutional disclosure of more than a

dozen items of student censﬁé information including data regarding student

retention at the institution, sources of financial assistance, to which

n s
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‘they are entitled and a pléprtha of other dat that most students won't

- <

even bother to read.
}

It has been estimated that it costs most of us-gptwaen > and 5 per cent

of our annmal budgets to comply with all of today's State and Federal

-

VR ‘ .
Regulations. The issue is no longer whether higher education needs to be
. Q - . B .

made accountable, but whether the accountabiii?y movement itself can\ba

I
i

made accountable. : i

&

i
%

Another precursor of outside impingement upon the community college

can be observed in the active participaﬁionwof state and federal courts

in areas which formerly had been perceived as the private domain of in-

stitutions of higher education.

For years college administraters have'enjoyéd the privilege of not
being defendants in litigation arising from the performance of their

duties. Today we are being sued in our individual capacities as well as

'our.official capacities. We are defendants not only in litigation arising

out of our exercise of judgment; but are subjécts of litigation for the

action of thosé under our direction as well.

A recent publication noted the broad range of litigated issues re-
lated to students wh%ph probably would'not have been considered by the

courts ten or fifteen years ago:

Legality -of dormitory room searches; confident;ality of student

files and records of student organizations; recognitipn and status of

1 ~ -
student political groups; administrative control over campus newspapers
and other publications; access of insiders and outsiders to campus

facilities for meetings and rallies; denial of enrbllment in or credit

for particular courses as well as degree prograés; withdrawal of .student

government positions or offices from alleged campus wrongdoers; and
% : '!/N

\other comparable issues. ' '
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Comparable lists could be developed related to personnel,'programs,

and other areas of college operations. Precedent of court decisions now
often becomes the basis for a new ﬁrocedure or monitoring activity for

all institutions.

A third constraint faced by higher education is the concept of C.B.
Today'thé essential concern of faculty C.B. is not ‘the advqrééry relétion-
ship between-féculty and administration, but the induced centralization of
authority created in the context of confrontation. Ti C.B. there is‘ak

~

growing tendency for both sides to have authority highly centralizedz,

) v;‘th major decision for the Unjon being moved to the state or mational
€

A

vel. Thus £1ex1b111ty is limited, and the autonomy and 1nd1v1dua11ty
of éém;uses is Ferlously eroded. The problem is further compounded when
one considers that the leglslature is the pr1nc1pal archltect of the state
laws that provide the legal framework for collective bergaining in the

public sector. Their interest in economy and in equity among public

‘employees appears to have generated a desire to produce a framework for

standardizing personnel policies and procedures across the public sector.

Legislatures are seldom 1nVO1ved in direct across—the-table negoti-
ations with faculty. It would be a mistake, hOWever, to conclude that ..
legislative influence over the collective bargaining process ends with
the enactment of enabling laws.' Legiélative influence is manifested in
at least four additionai ways: the force of legislative expectations
that faculty will unionize once enabling leglblatﬁon is passed; legis-

lative involvement in the contract ratification process; legislative

control over the funds needed to finance collective bargaining agree-

’ments; and legislative pressures for the standardization of public employee

personnel policies and procedures.
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The executive branch of government has also prlayed an important role

in contract negotiations in gome states. Section 85-2 of the Hawaii

Public Employee Relations Act\ defines the Board of Regents of the University

of Hawaii as the public eéployer. It also designates ''the Govermor or his

designated representative as a member of management's bargaining %team".
Could you imagire what would happen in California or New York with the

Goyérnor on the bargaining team?

We face additional constraints brought about by what many educators

are calling the 'Egp of limits", "the steady state",'%he reriod of no

L Ca by A

S . :
growth; all of which refer to the problem of diminishing enrollments and
L]

diminishing dollars. The era of. rapid growth is gone (Experts predict
stability in enroliment through the'SéaﬁfZOOO) and we have not prepared
for a period of no growth or little gfgy;h. We have not put our houses
in order to survive the lohg drought aheadt Nor have we reduced expendi-

tures sufficiently to maintain a balance of income and expenditure.

Rising cbsté, inflation rates of 10 to 12 percent dnnually, coupled
with the reluctance of taxpayers to increase local support, the problem
N =
of state support with its corresponding increase in control, and the

possibility of diminishing enrollments even further with tuition hikes,

provides little hope for balanced budgets.

In industry manufacturers rely heavily upon their capacity to
increase. productivity as an offset tolrising~costs. Educational institutions
aré';gguable to increase productivity significantly because they are labor
intgnsiYe, a large percentage of their total cost is attributable to
salaries. An iﬁétitution's budget for salaries will run in the neighbor-
hood of 70 to 75 percent of its total budget. Significant changes in

this ratio can be effected only if pe;sonnel costs can be reduced.

Educational technology, about which one hears so rmch, has so far not

PRV

o
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produced important cost savings, and faculty power alone may be a reason

-

why significant savings cannot be made in the instructional program.

What then are the alternatives? How can we preserve our diversity and
our individuality in the face of mounting constrz;.ints? How can we de-
velop the mechanism that will insure our flexibility in the face of in-

creased centralization and control = These are the major cha:'!lenges.

Our system will never be completely free of these problems; how=
ever, controls will become even more onorous unless the necessary steps
are taken to define clearly an institution's role in evaluﬂtlng its own

effec t:l.veness.

We often forget how unbehevab];y cutdated the conventional system
of educat:l.on has actually become. We still operate on the assumpt:.on
that college education must begin with grade 13 and require 2 to 4 years

e .

of enrollment for a period of 9 months each, that programs must start in

September and end in June, that the best way for a student to learn is to sit

in class, that during all hours students must be taught by someone (meanwhile

our beautiful libraries and Le.R.Ce's remain for the most part vacant, or are
used for glorified study halls), that educational achievement can best be

<

measured in terms of hours or credits.

We must be open to experimentation{ for here lies the possibility
for improving the quality of instruiction and thg excitement of learning.
We rmst explore new modes of instruction, new types~o£ curriculg, new
educational timetables, and a wider diversity of educational opportunities.
We must tailor subjéct matter presentations to fit the special
requirements and capabilities of each learner, and we must integrate our
curricula, to be truly comprehensive, eliminating the false dichotomy

i . el g}
between academic and occupation or regular and continuing educay{:lon. .

Innovating educational programs offer an opportunity to ir‘gcrease

10 | -

Q
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academic productivity, free teachers from routine tasks to make better

A2

use of their time, and hold out the possibility of regponding ‘more
appropriately to the challenges'at hand. ) '
Closely related to new approaches to instruction are new approaches
to organization. We constantly tinker, whan what is needed is a basic
examination and restruction of the organization. Good teacher and good
students do not necessarily make for good educétion. Everything depends

on how théy are put together.

Like education, organizations should not be narrowly compartment-
alized. Traditional functionaiization fosters a narrow discipline °
orientation diverting the institutional commitment away from teaching
and students and community.

Toe pyramid pattern -- faculty reporting to department/division
chairmen, who report to«deansf>who report to the president mﬁét be

questioned. Various combinations of administrative responsibilities

. should be tried, partly to achieve better%economics of scale but also to -

realign assignments so that learning and teaching will become of paraﬁount

importance in the managemené model.

Tbe organization should serve as a resource equipped to respond
appropriately to the task and problems confronting it. It mist not be
bound by rituals or taboos and should utilize individual talents and

technical abilities as each situation demands.

I have often thought that administrative efficiency, flexibility
and improved communication may better be served by fewer individuals at
the departmental or divisional level. Departments are not remarkably

receptive to activities that overlap departmental boundaries. They become

highly provincial, rigid and even chauvinistic when they organize too

. 11

-
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clesely around academic discipline.

{10)
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When one considers that the outright election by teachers of
o Y -

these tertiary a‘dministrative positions causes politic)al diversion and

mh:.b:.ta independent judgment esunt:.al to strong 'l.eaa?&'ah:.p, that /

rotatzonal and short term appointments cause diaconumuty and dis-

courage leadership, and that more and more of these positicna are being

placed in faculty bargaining units —- it might be well to eliminate

such positions from the orga.n;zat:.on and replace them with full-time

administrators with broader, ixiterdisciplipary orientations. The key

to any organization is to keep it flexible, simple and geared to situa-

't:.onal needs. The trend toward mcreased administrative complenty

o A4

must be reversed. Administrative leadership will, of course, need

specific managerial and technical competencies to successfully administer

their institutions in view of the realit‘ies of the present and the

complexities and uncertainities of the future. There are some very

sophisticated tools of management that have been developed for higher

education in recent years.

new management concepts represeat a triumph/ of technique over- purpose. -

No managerial tool or teckuique will supplant balanc

v

S

the ability to work with people as the most important. elements 1n the

adm:.n:.strat:.on, of any enterpr:.se. However, such tools maj give theu

decision-maker better mformat:.on on which to base his audgment or

better skills with which to involvw: others in the organization's

activities.

The top ad.'nmzstrator needs a regular rev:.ew of college operations .

in a concise formate.

i3

He needs reports that pmpsunt potent\:.al trouble

73; Judgment and

'

s
s
x“

We must be carefui, however, not to let these

spots and give a minimum of detail about programs that ‘are going according

to plan.

12
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Some of the kinds of information generated by a management-ingormation

system might include: A comparative profile of admitted applicants who

enroll and ''mo shows" or the numbe}s_end percentages of;enrolled students

by ‘various categories, such as program major, giede-point a&érage,xincome

level, ability level, information about famfrtyf‘?é?;qh as the faciiity
productivity rgtg;{the total number of student credit hours "produced”
by a faculty member during a year), years to retirement, salary levels
by rank 1n£ormat10n about courses by size of enrollments, popularity of
hours, 1nformat10n about the costs per credit hour by department, per

degree recipient by major.

A

Much of this type of information is alréady collected on most campuses.
ﬁovever, what characterlzes a management information system is the con-

s:stency, quallty, accessibility, compat1b111ty, and continuity of data.

Such data\prov1de the\pecessary information for planning and regu-
lating the,growth and size of our institutionms, and by regulatlng growth

under a plan we may be able to direct some energies toward developlng

internal ;}eX1b;11ty and qualative improvement..

.

A second administrative technique recently introduced to higher
education is program budgeting, which establishes the program, rather

than the department, as the important bu&getary unit.

. Program budgeting focuses on the outcomes or products of higher .
educatlonuand the1r costs. Budgets built on the basis of intelligent
planning,uill reflect and support institutional objectives and priorities.
Budgets designed to accomplish specific objectives as opposed to simple
line item budgets provide for a practical method for judging'the efficiency
of'the verious coet centers in the institution. Wasteful and non-productive
elemente in the system can, therefore, be identified and rooted out, whiie

“

efficient cost savings units can be rewarded with additional financial

SR 13




‘unanswered questions, it is already a valuable technique for helping

incentive (like allowing the utilization of carry-over funds for the next

fiscal year). Thus we can prune and plant for dynamic growth.

Although program budgeting leads to many difficult and as yet

administrators make more rational decisions about allocation of resources.

Modelifg, cost-stimulation, or gaming is another new administrative

" technique. It is an attempt to predict and plan for the future by

l

rrojecting what will happen over time to an institution operat:.ng ‘under ' v

various assumptions. Once an institution has good program budget
i

113format10n, based on current and historical data that shows the cost

/ * &~

7

. . o ,
of every credit hour by discipline, it is helpful to project these data
into the future to determine what would happen to” the institution /-'"';)
under different conditions. For example, enrollment fluci;uations,

increased class size, etc.

G

Whereas the téchni;ques of managemint ihformation systems, program .
budgeting, and modeling are all a means for working primarily with
quantitative data, the technique of "management by objectiyesi"l‘ is
primarily a means for working more effectively with people. MBO in-
volves procedu.res (many of yhich are already in use at well—managed ~
:Lnst:.tutlons) that make explicit the goals and objectives of each maaor |

component of an institution and a timetable for their realization.
. 1

These new techfziques appeal seductively to the universal hdpe for ' ‘
easy solutions to difficult problems. No management information system
eliminates the need to exercise judgment. Computers and data do not .

make decisions or arrive at conclusions; they merely present evidence,

) whiich mu t be interpreted and evaluated. The need to weigh alternatives,

-

‘balance consequences, and reasor out conclusions cannot be susyended or

abrogated.

14
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) Two related problems must be guarded against. One is the tendency

o to accumilate too much data; the other is the tendency to collect the
wrong kinds of data. There is little hard evidence that more data or
"better" data have actually enabled administrators to make better de~
cisions than they otherwise would.. It is undoubtedly easier to justify
to others a decisién that is supported by objective rather than intuitive ‘

data, but the dec:.s:.on may be the Same in either case. :

The-future ecomsmic welfare of higher education depends in large

part on production practices in the :mstmct:.onal process. Faculty

menbers want mcreased remunerat:.on, but they are generally um.nterested

in increased product:.v:.ty. It is no longer sufficient for faculty members
.and others to say that the:.r profess:.onal practices are not suscepc:.ble
to managerial techm.ques and managerial mnovat:.on. The profess:.onal
px:actlc.e of instruction has become too expensive for any such claim to
be valid, and the costs of this professional technology may becoge even
more expensive in the nexi: few yearse The sources of inco;e to meet .
these rising costs are exhaustible, costs will have to be brought under

some kind rof effect:.ve management control, including improvements in

the production process and in productivity.

= ) Greater prodixctivity may mean increased class size, differentiated
staffing patterns and a greater reliance on non classroom instructional .
activities. It m:‘:ght even mean that some expensive senior faculty

- " members (highly skilled in teaching and laden with credibility) will have

to handle a significant number of beginning courses with large enroll-

ments.
« If we are to survive the present, we must avoid the internecine conw-
--—> -7~ flicts that currently exist in postsecondary education growing out of

competition for more dollars and more students. -




" We cannot afford to have individual colleges pursue their own

interests whlle pretending to play the game of colhaboratlon. Ve cannot
t -

[
afford 1nst1tut10nal 1solat10nzsm, for we cannot afford the luxnry of

'dupllcatlon and lack of ccordination at today's pr%ces. Wp‘must draw
\’. .

our strength from one another, we must work together -~ for if one fails

we all fail. We must voluntarily strengthen our cooperative relation-
ships and work jointly in the development of accountability measures
that are credible -~ not self serving. If we don't we will continue to .

have outside agencies do it for us.

.

We must establish public credlblllty, by making’ ourselves more
visible -- empha51z1ng the communlty in communlty college and conveylng

to our constituents the unlqueness of our institution§,

Of course all of these long range plans and actions call for long
ranae leadership. It will take longer than our average 4 5 year tenure.
It will be important for us to develop a political sen31t1v1ty in

- recognltlon of the polltlcai make-up of our college environment.

For we have been fully thrust into the political arena and to think

otherwise is totally naive.

Any vociferous taxpayer at a board meeting, any lobbyist in the
“corridors of the State Capital, any cagey parliamentarian in a com-
mission meeting can in effect shout down all the theory, philosphy and

ideals' we exvress.

<

We can't cringe with every threat, ’get uptight with every -demand,
worry about every uncomplimentary line in the newspaper, capitulate at
the smallest stress. We must have the integrity to stand up and say no

when it needs to be said and "hell'" no when pushed too far.

Too many administrators, when they can't stand the heat in the

~
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\ kitchen, are found putting their head in the oven.

A college presment must act rather than react, st:unulate rather

than respond, antlclpate rather than be surprlsed, deal w:l.th minor

~.

N e -

problems\before they become major problems.

~.

~.

Unfortunately, what has happened is that the authority of the
president has been diluted by the authority of faculty membe{-s, boards,
legislators and students, so that the decision-making proceés n2s become

diffused and sdme{hat indecisive.
' .
Indeed, at a. t1me when vision and versatlllty are at a premium, many
A
bodies for maklng declslons, polzcles, or recommendations that not only
. delay decls;pn and dlgfdse focus, but posslbly -conflict and’neutralize
one another. Partlclpatory governance is a rlchﬂand admirable principle, ’
but 1ts 1mplementatlon by academic 1nst1tutlons, hastened by the pressures.
N ~ of campus unrest a few years agoy has not only lacked an abundance of
creatlve 1nslght, but has scarcely trled to av01d the pitfalls encountered

by other_lnstltutlons of society with long experience in participatory .

decision-making.

~
it N
B

There must he a restoratlon of the authorlty and respon51b111ty of
>

the president. Only when strong authority exists is there any possibility

that proposed innovations will be debated, tested and implemented.

t

I am ehdorsing the reserfed powers rrinciple --,where the president

" assumes sll~executive powers,except those reserved for the boa;d. All

=~ others are accountable to the president. This,is done wits the clear
intention that leadership be ekereised in a manner that 5i§es weight to
‘the opinion aﬁd‘value of the ‘entire college community. If the executive

function is to be strong, but also accouniaﬁle,‘there must be an organiz-

ational structure that encourages the flow of communications and provides

G T

colleges and unlversltles are saddled with a recent overlay of participatory -

.
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opportunities for initiative and review. let's, however, clearly dis~ . \
tinguish between decision making and information sharing. Actions and .
;J.gcisions require the input of many persons and camnnot totally flow from
~the énﬁergy or intelligence of one person no u;atter how competent. The

final decision, however, must clearly be an administrative one.

EY

- In the exercise of our responsibilities we must develop in such a
way that the machinery of management does not :.nterfere w1th our leader-
ship role. We must reorgam.ze to break down calc:.fled orgam.zatlonal - >

lines, shift personnel and _redefine JObS to break them out of r:.g:.d

LIS

categones.

This can be a time of consolidation, adjustment and ‘laprovement. :
« . N ’ - A )
In the final analysis higher education is more a-matter of how good

decisions can be made than it is *df:“any. single clear principle .to_be .
- . s, " --.\

followed. y
- "A leader is best when people barely know he exists, when;z)ls work .

e L.,

is done," hls aims fulfilled. They will all say, 'we did this ourselves"".’
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